Introduction
he institutionalisation of the consul institute predates modern diplomacy by several centuries, and began in the Mediterranean.
1 After a period of conceptual multitude, a usage developed where consuls would serve a dual purpose -as primi inter pares in their group of compatriots, the "nation" of the port, 2 the consuls on the one hand had internal jurisdiction over their compatriots, on the other represented their compatriots vis-à-vis the rulers of the port or polity in which they resided. 3 From the fifteenth century and onwards, the institution gradually spread to the North Sea, with its Baltic appendix. Here, state centralisation took place earlier and was more synchronous than what was the case around the Mediterranean.
Thus, the North Sea area offers perhaps the best intake for studying the growth of the consular institutions among relatively similar polities. Among the available cases, we will argue that the Norwegian one offers up particularly interesting perspectives. As a recognisable part of the Danish composite state and as a polity of trading and strategic influence throughout the relevant period (from the late Middle Ages to the end of the Napoleonic Wars), Norway had the distinction of being a playground for emerging powers while itself remaining suzerain. This meant that the foreign diplomats were placed outside of its borders (in the state capital of Copenhagen). As we shall see, this meant that the political reasoning of foreign states for sending (or not sending) consuls emerged clearly, as do the political aspects of the consul's work.
After brief discussions of existing literature and the precursors to consular representation around the North Sea, we spend the rest of this article detailing the establishment and growth of consulates in an emerging small state -Norway. 1 We discuss this in detail in our article "Judges, Merchants and envoys; the growth and development of the consular institution", submitted to World Politics. 2 The concept of nationhood that underlay such an appointment is closer to the "nations" of European universities, where a "nation" was the collective of students from one particular province, than to our modern concept that conflates nation and people; Liah Greenfeld: Nationalism. Five Roads to Modernity, Cambridge, MA 1992, p. 4. treated the consuls as "but merchants" and argued that they had no extraterritorial rights, although he still admitted them the right to adjudicate between their compatriots. 4 He nevertheless contradicted himself by reporting that states treated acts of violence against consuls as "a breach of international law". 5 Bynkershoek followed Wicquefort. Vattel on the other had took a more positive view, arguing that since the consuls were appointed by a Sovereign and accepted in that capacity by another Sovereign, they were to some extent protected by international law. 6 Over the course of the next centuries this position became codified in case-law as well as treaties and conventions, and finally in the Vienna convention of 1963. However, even Vattel had a hard time fitting the diverse consular activities into the framework of international law. He for instance
argued that "The functions of a consul require, in the first place, that he be not a subject of the state where he resides: as, in this case, he would be obliged in all things to conform to its orders, and thus not be at liberty to acquit himself of the duties of his office." 7 As we shall see below, such an assertion was at odds with the already established practice of having citizens of the receiving state as consuls, as well as with the subsequent widespread use of honorary consuls.
Moving from international law to traditional diplomatic history, we find that Garret Mattingly mentions the Italian consuls in the Levant as one of the main precursors of resident embassies, and thus diplomacy as such, but has little more to say. 8 Hamilton and Langhorne concur, but stress that in most cases there was no direct evolution from consuls to envoys. The functions, the legal and social status and the method of selection all differed significantly. 9 James Der Derian discusses the activities of merchants and the problems for permanent diplomacy stemming from the droit d'aubaine, under the rubric of "proto-diplomacy", but he never mentions consuls explicitly. 10 Finally, M. S. Anderson leaves consuls out of the history of diplomacy until the 19 th century. 11 To the extent that these authors care about the consular institution at all, it is read as a precursor to diplomacy. Reading the history backwards thus creates a picture of the consul as a sidekick to the diplomat who is gradually integrated into a diplomacy-oriented national foreign service. As we will aim to demonstrate, reading the history of the institution forwards may create a more nuanced picture.
Consuls are, unsurprisingly, also largely omitted from national histories of foreign affairs.
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When mentioned, attention is paid to national consuls overseas, not to foreign consuls residing on the polity's own soil. The research interest in consuls has, however, been on the increase in later years. 13 Previous research has to a large extent focused on the consular service of one particular country, separately, 14 as part of larger studies, 15 or at most comparatively discussing two countries. 16 Other researchers have focused on the consular services of specific states in specific areas, some with special attention to one sending and one receiving polity, 17 others comparing a set of sending and receiving polities. 18 The former studies tend to pay special attention to driving forces; how mercantilist states created consular services in particular with the intention of boosting long-distance trade. The latter studies, on the other hand, focus on how consuls and host societies interacted, and what effects the consuls had on the countries they were living in. We share the interest in why consuls arrived when they did, but we focus more on what they actually did once they were there. We are, furthermore, curious about the importance of the consuls in a macro-perspective. Their labour may tell us something about state-building, about the development of the state-system and about different forms of diplomacy.
Precursors of the consuls around the North Sea
In Northern Europe, jurisdiction over foreigners by other foreigners, similar to the consular practices of the Mediterranean, was established through institutions like that of the alderman of the Hanseatic League. 19 The merchants of the Hanseatic cities in Germany established major offices (Kontor), i.e. communities of merchants, at major trading ports in Northern Europe such as Novgorod, Bruges, Bergen and London (the Steelyard). In London, their alderman "exercised certain important judicial powers at least as early as 1282", 20 and at the office in Bergen, they had "their own executive, consisting of a council of 18 and two aldermen, who were responsible to the headquarters in Lübeck". 21 In England, the activities of the Hanse merchants led to a codification of foreign jurisdiction. As early as 1303, Edward I in his famed Carta Mercatoria declared that in trials concerning foreign merchants, where the death penalty was not called for, "one halfe of the Iurie be of the sayd marchants, and the other halfe of good and lawfull men of the place". Furthermore, cases between merchants were to be decided "according to the lawe of marchants". These gubernatores mercatorum were given "speciall power and authoritie to rule and gouerne all and singular the English Marchants" that resided in or visited the ports over which the governors had jurisdiction, powers that included the right to judge in quarrels between the merchants, the role of arbiter between the English merchants and local merchants and authorities and the right to create and uphold statutes for the communities of merchants. The same right was granted to merchants in the Hanseatic towns and the Netherlands around the same time.
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In the case of Norway, the key link between the medieval organisation of trading communities and the organisation of consuls that marked the emerging sovereign system is to be found among 35 Throughout the 17 th and 18 th centuries, wars implied expansion of consular services. Neutral states gained opportunities for trade, and as trade expanded into new areas, consuls followed. Cf. the expansion of the Danish consular service described in note 29 above. States at war on the other hand expanded their consular services in neutral states, so as to be able to bolster trade and protect ships and men. 36 The city today known as Oslo.
the commercial centre of Norway, Bergen nonetheless had most consular activity. Christie's son inherited his position, and corresponded regularly with the British ambassador to Copenhagen.
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His functions were political as well as commercial, and included the search of luggage of travellers between Scotland and Sweden, as well as being the representative of his compatriots in Bergen. 39 As has been the case elsewhere, consular representation depended on personal ties and personal initiative. When Christie died in 1719 without leaving any adult sons, the British consulate in Bergen intermittently disappeared. To the extent that the British crown at this time had some sort of control over its consuls, 40 an additional explanation of the disappearance could be that Britain was not engaged in warfare at the time being, thus there was no pressing need for consular presence. The short-lived consulate in Christiania in 1686-88 was not perpetuated.
Other states were nevertheless already represented. The Dutch Republic had an interest in
Norway as a provider of wood and sailors that dated back to the Thirty Years' War. At the time, around 25 % of the sailors in the Dutch merchant and regular navy were Norwegians, recruited at least to some extent through Dutch merchants, the same people who were usually made consuls. against Scotland. 59 In this case, the consul was conducting diplomatic tasks.
Wallace had experiences that were similar to Dechezaulx's. The British envoy wrote a memorandum in November 1766 about "l'insulte" and "l'injure" that Wallace had suffered by being forced to pay taxes, in breach of the law of nations. 60 The envoy demanded that the minister of foreign affairs should investigate, and make sure that "les priviléges & les prérogatives" that were attached to the consular dignity were respected. The clincher would seem to be his observation that the French consul was relieved of paying such taxes. Apart from the issue at hand, it is worth noting that Wallace was consistently noted as being the King's consul, Norway, he shall in every case be under a duty to bear and be responsible for the charges attaching thereto, and if he engages in trade or business, he shall be subject in respect thereof to the Constitution and the laws of the country on the same footing as His Majesty's own subjects, and hence also the local authority of the place where he is resident.
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Extraterritoriality was thus restricted, covering only the consul in his official capacity. This regulation is actually quite similar in intent to what was codified in Vienna almost two centuries was nevertheless a result of the French envoy to Istanbul trying to recoup expenses he had had on their behalf: Steensgaard 1967, p. 39-40. 62 Anderson 1993, p. 54. 63 The current Vienna convention on diplomatic rights is from 1961. It provides immunity for diplomats, e.g. from criminal proceedings in the host state. Typically enough, a Vienna convention on consular rights was created afterwards, in 1963, on the pattern of the diplomatic convention. It provides consuls and their archives with a more limited immunity. 64 Norwegian National Archives (RA), UD 14.1/9, box 549.
later. The tensions between consular privileges and trading rights also seem to have subsided as the consuls became naturalised Norwegians.
Returning now to the case in hand, Wallace remained in service until his death in 1788, and was even made consul general. True to form, he was followed by his son, who was in turn followed by Alexander Grieg, who had been working as a subordinate officer at the consulate for 25 years, in 1797. The title then remained with the Grieg family for several generations.
In 1782, perhaps as a consequence of the ongoing (fourth) Anglo-Dutch war, John Mitchell was made British consul to Christiania. He seems to have been the first consul specifically sent from the home country that stayed for any significant amount of time. 65 After 16 years of regular but unspectacular reporting, 66 he happily left Christiania and became British consul in Hamburg:
I neither am, nor ever was, concerned in any kind of Commerce to tie me to one sovereign [sic] Country more than another; and Norway is not a country wherein a
Person would wish to live and die, if they had easie [?] choice.
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As we have seen, up to this point, the pattern had been for merchants to serve as consuls, and these consuls had tended to marry locally and become naturalised, spawning sons that succeeded them as consuls. These consuls would be citizens of the country in which they worked, and would be tied to the state that they represented by their family history. The fact that Mitchell was not permanently settled in Norway indicates an increasing professional consular corps, which might explain Mitchell's boredom with everything Norwegian. As soon as he was settled in Hamburg, he posted detailed and inspired analyses of the international political scene to the Foreign Office, of a type completely missing from his correspondence from Christiania.
The 1780s also saw British consuls established in smaller Norwegian port towns, but since there are no records of their activities in the British archives, we must assume that they were subordinate to the consuls at Bergen and Christiania, and reported to them.
The most explicitly political consul to Norway was the Swedish consul general Martineau, who was dispatched to Christiania in 1787, with orders to explore and possibly exploit the rumours of growing Norwegian dissatisfaction with the central authorities in Copenhagen. 68 Although he did report on commercial issues, the bulk of his reports dealt with the political situation, and Martineau self-consciously described himself as a "diplomatic bastard". 69 The character of Martineau's position was well known in Christiania, and later historians have described his consulate as a veritable "spy-central". Concluding remarks -why did the consuls arrive?
That the first instances of consular representation in Norway could be found in Bergen in the last decades of the 17 th century fits well with developments in the rest of Northern Europe. From the middle of the 18 th century, we find vital but small consular corps in several Norwegian towns.
Starting in the 1730s, and increasingly thereafter, the consular titles could be found in the hands of the wealthiest and most prominent merchant families. The titles were more often than not hereditary, and if there were no sons, or if they declined, the title would usually pass on to subordinate consular officers. In the smaller towns, with few suitable persons from which to choose, it was not uncommon for one and the same merchant to be the consul of two or more states. In the second half of the 18 th century, the main consuls of the leading nations were made Where warfare motivated the states, status seems to have been the driving force for the consuls.
Among the first generation of consuls, several were elected after having been approached by their countrymen. They must have been some sort of primi inter pares in their own communities, as was usual in earlier periods and as the references to the "nations" in the towns suggest. It is also worth noting that in the public records (censuses, church records, tax lists etc.) a large majority of the consuls gave 'consul' as their occupation, ahead of both merchant and, more noteworthy, burgess. Gradually, as the consuls became naturalised Norwegians, the title changed from being a status-marker within a group of compatriots abroad to being a status-marker in the host society. A consular title could also be helpful in avoiding other claims. Traditionally, a consul did not have to serve as an elected deputy, a right of omission that the consuls guarded jealously, but that was abolished in the 1820s. 79 Furthermore, there were economic motives. Status led to privileges, like reduced taxation, and a consular title also made importing and exporting to and from the state one represented a lot easier, as the title was seen to signal trustworthiness. 80 As the two complaints from Bergen in the 1750s and 1760s illustrate, a consular title on the other hand need not signal trustworthiness in the host society, as consular privileges were seen to interfere with fair trading.
Applying a general international economic perspective, the emergence and growth of consular institutions in Norway can be seen as an effect of growing exports and imports to and from Norway. Combining political and economic factors, it should also be noted that convoys of ships engaged in long-distance trading in wartime more often than not chose to stop in Norwegian towns when entering and exiting the Atlantic, preferring the rather longer route through Norwegian waters to the privateer-infested passage through the English Channel. This in itself created a demand for consuls. Moreover, such practices also brought increased privateering to
Norwegian waters, and with it a need for consuls that could support (or as indicated control) privateers and seamen captured on prizes.
Seen from the state system, the consuls to Norway before 1905 are first and foremost of interest as the representatives of the European Great Powers in Norway. governments and until 1814 also to their ambassadors in Copenhagen. As the sole representatives of foreign powers, they also embodied the competitive self-help nature of the state system; where one state employed a consul, others would follow, and where one consul did this, that or the other, others will follow. Several of the consuls did also play political roles, reporting on political affairs, interacting with Norwegian officials and elites and the consuls of other countries. To a large extent, these practices could be classified as diplomatic.
Such a perspective is, however, too narrow. Reading the long and diverse history of consular institutions in the small state of Norway in the light of the much shorter and straightforward history of diplomatic practice in Norway is putting the cart before the horse. The economic perspective is also too constricting, for as we have seen, consuls have also fulfilled a host of other tasks. Approaching the consuls in a wider perspective, the vital social functions that they handle emerge more clearly.
As was generally the case in Northern Europe from the 17 th century onwards, the consuls to Norway never had extraterritorial jurisdiction over their compatriots, and even their own extraterritorial rights were a matter for discussion. Until the middle of the 18 th century we nevertheless see remnants of the function previously carried out by the aldermen; the consuls were primi inter pares for their "nation", i.e. the collective of compatriots in a city. The consular dignity, which depends on royal recognition, was part of what made the consuls first among equals. That the consuls were the representatives of the king also became crucial in times of war, when the consuls held key positions for dealing with citizens of hostile third countries. From the middle of the 18 th century, the fact that the consuls were the representatives of the king became even more important, not in relation to compatriots or citizens of third countries, but in dealings with the Norwegian authorities. With the growth of nationalism and the growing reach of the state, the 'nations' of merchants became less significant, as did the task of keeping order among them. The consuls shifted their focus to visiting compatriots. The relation between consuls and compatriots moved from being permanent to being periodic. This change also made possible a change in personnel. Where foreign merchants dominated well into the 18 th century, from that point onwards they were replaced by Norwegian citizens or career consuls. In the former cases, the political functions disappeared; in the latter cases it was strengthened.
The background history and functions of consuls overall suggest that they are less vulnerable to changes in conceptions of sovereignty and also to reductions of estrangement than the diplomats that they have been grouped with over the last centuries. When economic, legal and political patterns change, consular institutions change with them. Suggestive if inconclusive evidence can be found in our case. A hundred years ago, most consuls in Norway were merchants. Today, by contrast, they divide relatively evenly among merchants, lawyers and ship-owners. This change can be read as an indication of the growing importance of law in post-modern society, but also of the maturity of the global economy. Earlier one needed consuls that knew how to move goods physically from one place to another, whereas the current economy primarily needs people who know the legalities of transfer. The change also reflects changing patterns of interaction, where there is less trade in detail and more tourists to cater to and visas to be written. 81 The gradual changes in personnel did, however, not change the social capital associated with the title. From the middle of the 18 th century, the consular title increasingly became a marker of social status in Norwegian society. Such a function did not disappear with the growing numbers of consuls or even with the arrival of diplomats to the newly independent small state of Norway in 1905. To some extent it survives to the present day.
